tions based on a relational model of authority (Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Murphy, 2009; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003a; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003b; Tyler, 2001 Tyler, , 2005 Tyler, , 2006 Tyler & Huo, 2002; Tyler & Wakslak, 2004) . For example, research suggests that public support for and satisfaction with the police are based more on how the police exercise their authority than whether the police are effective in controlling crime (Tyler, 2001 ). Higher perceived procedural justice in contacts with the police has been also linked to increased legitimacy (internally motivated obligation to obey the law), arguably a primary factor in shaping law-abiding behavior (Tyler & Darley, 2000) .
Despite the impressive findings, quantitative methods employed in previous research may limit our understanding of why procedural justice has such a powerful impact on perceived legitimacy, public support for and satisfaction with the police. At the same time, although successfully tested in citizen-police interactions, this model has never been applied to victim-police interactions, despite its apparent central relevance at this interface. To address these limitations, the present study employed a mixed methods approach to test a relational model of authority in victim-police interactions. Mixed methods methodology is a relatively new development in the field of social and behavioral sciences and has emerged as an alternative to the traditional dichotomy of qualitative and quantitative methods in an attempt to overcome limitations of both approaches when applied independently (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009 ).
First, a review of the literature outlining a conceptual framework for the study and highlighting relevant research findings in the context of citizen-police interactions will be presented. Next, as required by the mixed methods model, the overall content purpose of the present study, the type of mixed methods design used, the rationale for using mixed methods in the study, and a specific quantitative research question, qualitative research question, and mixed methods research question along with the hypotheses of the study will be presented. This will be followed by characteristics of the sample, procedure, and quantitative and qualitative data collection tools and analyses. Finally, quantitative and qualitative findings, and integrated discussion of the findings will be presented along with theoretical, practical, and research implications.
Literature Review
The concept of procedural justice (procedural fairness and fair treatment are other labels used in literature) was introduced into sociolegal research by Thibaut and Walker (1975) . They used the concept of procedural justice to describe the fairness of the process by which decisions are made by authorities as opposed to distributive justice which is the fairness of the decisions themselves. Since then an impressive body of research in social, legal, and organizational settings has demonstrated that people place a significant value on the fairness of the process by which outcomes are achieved (MacCoun, 2005) . Two explanations have been offered for this phenomenon: an instrumental perspective and a noninstrumental perspective.
According to the instrumental perspective, people value fair procedures as a means of achieving favorable outcomes (Leventhal, 1976; Thibaut & Walker, 1975) . It should be noted that the limitations of the instrumental perspective is that it equates outcome favorability with outcome fairness, and does not explain research findings indicating that people are concerned with procedures independently of their effects on outcomes, with fair procedures often being valued more than favorable outcomes (Tyler, Boeckmann, Smith, & Huo, 1997) . A noninstrumental perspective on procedural justice, specifically a group value model (Lind & Tyler, 1988) , can provide a valuable insight in this respect as it looks at the aspects of procedural justice that are not necessarily linked to outcomes.
From a group value model perspective (Lind & Tyler, 1988) , procedures matter as they convey important information to individuals about their value and status in society. According to Tyler and Lind (1992) , individuals' value and status in society are reflected in the quality of their relationship with authorities. The authors extended their model of procedural justice beyond the decisionmaking process to account for public support for authorities in general. In doing so, they argue that public support for authorities is determined by perceptions of procedural justice based on four relational criteria (antecedents of procedural justice): a) quality of interpersonal treatment (treatment with dignity and respect, politeness, and showing concern for individuals' rights), b) participation (expression of views and involvement in the decision-making process), c) neutrality (unbiased decision-making), and d) trustworthiness of authorities (Tyler, 2006) . The assumptions that these four relational criteria are antecedents of procedural justice judgments have been empirically supported (Tyler, 1996) . The relational criteria form the basis of a relational model of authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992) . According to this model, perceptions of fair procedures based on the relational criteria, shape the perceived legitimacy of the authority, which, in turn, encourage adherence to the rules, and cooperation with and support for the authority.
The relational model of authority has been successfully tested in the context of citizen-police interactions. The most robust and consistent finding to date has been the link between procedural justice judgments based on the relational criteria and perceived police legitimacy. In the context of law enforcement, legitimacy is defined as individuals' obligation to obey the law, trust, and confidence in the institution of policing (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003a) . Antecedents of procedural justice judgments are consistently found to be more strongly linked to legitimacy than perceived outcome fairness or evaluations of police performance (Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Reisig, Bratton, & Gertz, 2007; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003a; Tyler, 2005) . In turn, higher perceived legitimacy is linked to compliance with the law or cooperation with the police (Tyler, 1990; Tyler, 2005; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003a; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003b) . In this respect, Tyler (2005) found that legitimacy was more strongly linked to the willingness to cooperate with the police than risk of sanctioning for law-breaking, or assessments of police performance.
Another variable directly associated with antecedents of procedural justice judgments is public evaluation of (i.e., satisfaction with) police services. In this respect, Tyler (2001) found that two factors played a crucial role: (1) performance in controlling crime, and (2) quality of treatment of people by the police. However, of the two, quality of treatment was a major factor, accounting for 26% of the variance as opposed to performance in controlling crime, which accounted for only 5% of the variance. It is interesting that in the context of law enforcement, research indicates that the effect of antecedents of procedural justice on satisfac-tion with the decision-maker is stronger when compared to the effect of distributive justice, and correlations between distributive justice and antecedents of procedural justice are higher than correlations between distributive justice and outcome favorability (Tyler & Huo, 2002) . Similarly, antecedents of procedural justice judgments in the Sunshine and Tyler (2003a) study were directly linked to citizens' willingness to give the police more power to exercise their authority, whereas distributive justice judgments had no significant effect on this variable. These findings support the salience of the relational criteria of procedural justice in public evaluations of and satisfaction with the police.
A note on methodological limitations in relation to these findings should be made. Studies that have tested a relational model of authority in the context of policing have been conducted with general population samples by a means of either a phone or mail-back survey. Most of the studies did not involve respondents' personal experiences with the police and have been based on perceptions and general evaluations of the police by the residents of a relevant city. But most importantly, the extant research on procedural justice in the context of citizenpolice interactions lacks the all important contextual detail that can potentially explain not only that procedural justice is important, but why it is important to individuals.
At the same time, although successfully tested in the context of citizen-police interactions, a relational model has never been applied to victim-police interactions. This raises the question of whether a relational model has the same validity in victim-police interactions as demonstrated in citizen-police interactions (specifically the primacy of the process-based assessments over outcome-oriented assessments in evaluation of the police). Victims compared to nonvictims may have a more vested interest in the outcome of the interaction with the police due to their personal experience of the crime. Research also suggests that procedural justice is most important to citizens in police-initiated contacts, such as being stopped by police, than it is in citizen-initiated contacts, such as calling police for assistance (Murphy, 2009 ).
Purpose, Design, Research Questions, and Hypotheses
Against this background, the purpose of this study was to test the validity of a relational model of authority in victim-police interactions. An embedded mixed methods design was used. A mixed methods design is "a type of research design in which qualitative and quantitative approaches are used in types of questions, research methods, data collection and analysis procedures, and/or inferences" (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003, p. 711) . According to Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009) , a major advantage of employing mixed methods in the same study is that it allows the researcher to answer simultaneously confirmatory questions (e.g., demonstrate that a particular variable will have a predicted relationship with another variable) and exploratory questions (e.g., how and why that predicted relationship actually takes place). An embedded mixed methods design is a design in which one data set provides a supportive, secondary role in a study based primarily on the other data set (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007 ). An embedded mixed methods design requires delineation of primary and secondary aims of the research in order to denote which data set will have greater priority.
The primary aim of this study was to test a relational model of authority in victim-police interactions. It was hypothesized that there would be positive correlations between victims' perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice and outcome fairness, satisfaction with the contact, legitimacy, and cooperation with the police. A secondary aim was to examine what perceived antecedents of procedural justice in contacts with the police mean for victims of crime. The qualitative research question was: Will meanings assigned to antecedents of procedural justice by victims of crime validate the assumptions of a relational model of authority? Including qualitative methods into statistical models allows testing of the correctness of the assumptions on which the statistical models are based (Irwin, 2008) . The mixed methods research question was: Will meanings assigned to antecedents of procedural justice by victims of crime provide support for associations between the variables in a relational model of authority?
Method Participants
In-depth, semistructured interviews were conducted with 110 participants who had reported a crime (personal or property) to the police in the previous 12 months. The age of participants ranged from 18 to 86 years (M ϭ 39.75, SD ϭ 13.7). There were 58 (52.7%) females and 52 (47.3%) males in the sample. Seventy-eight (70.91%) participants reported having been victimized on multiple occasions. In relation to the type of crime reported in the previous 12 months, 77 (70%) had been victims of violent crimes, including 43 (39.09%) cases of physical violence, 13 (11.82%) cases of property damage, 11 (10%) cases of threats of violence, 9 (8.18%) cases of sexual assault and child sexual abuse, and 1participant (0.91%) was a relative of a homicide victim. Nonviolent crimes included 20 (18.18%) thefts, 9 (8.18%) burglaries, and 4 (3.64%) cases of stalking. Comparisons with an official release of crime statistics (Victoria Police, 2010) indicated that the sample was generally representative of the people who reported a crime in Victoria in 2008/2009 in terms of overall gender composition and percentage of males and females who had been victims of crimes against the person, assault offenses, and sexual offenses.
In respect to their offending history, 37 (33.64%) participants reported having been charged with one offense and 24 (21.82%) reported having been charged with offenses on multiple occasions. In relation to the type of charged offenses, the most frequent ones were violence and drug offenses, followed by theft, bad public behavior, deception, property damage, stalking, threats of violence, breach of a legal order, and weapons offenses.
Procedure
Participants were recruited by advertising the study at police stations and community-based victims' organizations in Victoria. Posters and postcards were used to attract potential participants, along with an organization wide email circular and simple snowballing technique using participants' recommendations to others they knew had been victims. All interviews were conducted by the author either face-to-face (n ϭ 77, 70%) or by telephone (n ϭ 33, 30%), and lasted up to one and a half hours. Data collection took place over a 14 month period between February 2009 and April 2010.
Interview Schedule
The interview schedule developed for the study included both quantitative and qualitative items. A draft of the pro forma was piloted on eight interviewees.
Demographic and contacts with police information. Demographic information included age, gender, country of birth, ethnicity, education, marital status, source of income, and type of accommodation lived. Contacts with the police information included number and type of charged offenses if any, lifetime number of victimizations, type of crime reported in the previous 12 months, how and where it was reported, reason for reporting, relationship to the offender, and if participants received a desired outcome as a result of the interaction with the police or not.
Procedural Justice Scale (PJS) was developed in this study based on previous research to measure perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice in victim-police interactions. Previous research used a composite measure of four relational dimensions of procedural justice, which is consistent with recent guidelines in relation to general measures of justice. Considering the contribution of one dimension of the justice concept, independently from the others, are likely to overestimate the predicted relationship with the criterion (Hauenstein, McGonigle, & Flinder, 2001) . Initially, in the present study, four relational dimension scales comprised a 14-item measure of antecedents of procedural justice: Participation (Tyler, 2005) , Quality of interpersonal treatment, Neutrality of decision-making, and Trustworthiness (Tyler & Wakslak, 2004) . In addition, one item ("Police explained reasons for their actions") was added to the Trustworthiness scale to reflect findings indicating the importance of this factor in perceptions of police trustworthiness in the context of citizen-police interactions (Tyler & Huo, 2002) .
As the study progressed, it became evident that three items had ambiguous validity for victims of crime. For example, a participant gave a high rating to the item "Police were honest" (Tyler & Wakslak, 2004) , which was intended to reflect fair treatment by police. However, when asked what made her think so, the participant replied "because they (police) told me straight away that they were not going to do much about my request," which the participant thought was unfair. Similarly, a participant gave a high rating to the item "Police gave me a role in deciding how to solve my problem" (Tyler, 2005) . However, when asked what made him give such a high rating, the participant said "because they (police) told me to find evidence myself," which the participant thought was unfair. Also, a participant with criminal history gave a high rating to the item "I was treated the same as anyone else would be in the same situation" (Tyler & Wakslak, 2004) . However, when asked what made him think so, the participant replied "because they (police) treat all victims with criminal history badly," which, again, the participant thought was unfair.
Given the ambiguity of these three statements for crime victims' perceptions of antecedents of fair treatment by police, the three items were removed from the PJS. The final version of a composite measure of antecedents of procedural justice for the present study comprised 11 items (see Appendix). The items are in a 7-point Likert type response format. Items are scored in a positive direction with higher scores indicating higher perceived antecedents of procedural justice. The scale demonstrated a high level of internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha ϭ .96). It should be noted that a concern has been expressed in relation to the reliance on high alpha of composite measures of process-based policing (Reisig et al., 2007) . Reisig and colleagues argue that a composite measure, even if it has a high Cronbach's alpha, may still be heterogeneous, pointing out that alpha increases as the number of items in the scale increases; therefore, mean interitem correlation should be also considered when assessing homogeneity of the scale. In the present study, mean interitem correlation of PJS was high (.70), providing support for the homogeneity of the scale.
The Legitimacy Scale (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003a ) is a composite measure comprising two scales that measure perceived obligation to obey law and trust in the institution of policing, respectively. The scale has 19 items in a 6-point Likert type response format with higher scores indicating higher perceived legitimacy. Sunshine and Tyler reported Cronbach's alpha of the scale as .84. In the present study, the Cronbach's alpha was .92 and mean interitem correlation was .36 which is slightly higher than the mean interitem correlation of the refined Legitimacy index (five items) developed by Reisig et al. (2007) based on data drawn from a national telephone survey of American adults (.33).
The Justice Sensitivity Scale (Schmitt, Gollwitzer, Maes, & Arbach, 2005 ) measures how sensitively individuals react to unfair events in the role of a victim (a victim role is distinguished from roles of perpetrator and an observer of an unfair event). According to Schmitt et al., victim sensitivity to justice is a personality trait and is different from perpetrator and observer sensitivity to justice in that victim sensitivity to justice is centered on self-protective concerns (alertness to deprivation and willingness to engage in strategies to prevent disadvantage to oneself). The scale consists of 10 items in a 6-point Likert type response format with higher scores indicating higher sensitivity to justice. Schmitt et al. examined psychometric properties of the scale. Convergent validity of the scale was demonstrated by its significant correlations with personality traits constructs that reflect self-related concerns: paranoia (r ϭ .32), vengeance (r ϭ .29), jealousy (r ϭ .58), suspiciousness (r ϭ .13), and interpersonal trust (r ϭ Ϫ.20). There was also a significant correlation of the scale with Neuroticism (r ϭ .36) and Agreeableness (r ϭ Ϫ.19) factors of Big Five personality factors. Discriminant validity was demonstrated by a higher correlation of the scale with belief in an unjust world (r ϭ .37) as opposed to belief in a just world (r ϭ .06). Internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) of the scale was reported as .89 and mean interitem correlation was reported as .44. In the present study, Cronbach's alpha was .87 and mean interitem correlation was .40.
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale Form C (Reynolds, 1982) consists of 13 true-false items assessing social desirability bias (faking good) when responding to self-report measures.
Outcome Fairness was measured with the item "How fair was the outcome you received from the police?" Satisfaction with the contact was measured with the item "To what extent did the police do a good job dealing with your situation?" Cooperation with the police was measured with the item "If the police needed your help, how likely you would help them?" The three items asked for ratings on a 7-point Likert type response format with higher ratings indicating higher perceived outcome fairness, satisfaction with the contact and future cooperation with the police, respectively. Participants' mood at the time of the interview was measured with the item "On a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is extremely sad and 10 is extremely happy, how are you feeling at the moment?"
The quantitative measures were administered in the following order: The Legitimacy Scale, Mood at the time of the interview, PJS, Satisfaction with the contact, Cooperation with the police, Outcome Fairness, the Justice Sensitivity Scale, and Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale.
Qualitative items. Qualitative items included two types of open-ended questions which were added to each item of PJS. After participants had rated a particular item of PJS (e.g., "Police treated me with dignity and respect"), participants were asked "What made you give this particular rating?" and "What does police treating you with dignity and respect mean to you?," with prompts and follow-up questions to elicit a breadth and depth of response from participants. The pro forma is available by contacting the author.
Data Analysis
Quantitative analyses. As preliminary analyses indicated that there were significant differences in scores on the variables involved in a relational model of authority as a function of criminal history (presence or absence of criminal histories) and desired outcome (if participants received a desired outcome or not), in order to test the hypotheses, correlational analyses were performed for the overall sample and separately for the four groups: people with criminal history, people without criminal history, people who received a desired outcome, and people who did not receive a desired outcome. Examination of scatter plots for the overall sample revealed that there was no linear relationship between cooperation and the other variables. Therefore, cooperation was excluded from further analyses.
As preliminary analyses indicated that legitimacy was affected by place of residence and education (medium effect sizes), and if people had a criminal history or not (a large effect size), a hierarchical multiple regression was performed to examine whether these variables could be used to predict legitimacy after antecedents of procedural justice were controlled for. Similarly, as preliminary analyses indicated that satisfaction and outcome fairness were affected by if people had a criminal history or not, and if people received a desired outcome or not (medium effect sizes), two hierarchical multiple regressions were performed to examine whether these variables could be used as predictors of satisfaction and outcome fairness, respectively, after antecedents of procedural justice were controlled for.
Qualitative analysis. Components of a grounded theory approach (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 1990 ) and constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Lincoln & Guba, 1985) were used as a means of identifying themes (meanings of antecedents of procedural justice) from ongoing data collection and analysis. Two processes of the constant comparative method (unitizing and categorizing) were employed at the initial stage of the data analysis.
The unitizing process involved dividing the data into the smallest meaningful units of information associated with the research question. The process of categorizing included organizing these units of information into categories on the basis of similarity in meaning. As the qualitative research question was confirmatory by its nature, selection, formulation, and naming of categories was done a priori (Constas, 1992) and was based on the concepts of a relational model of authority and literature on procedural justice. To identify interview segments relevant to the theoretical propositions in question (meanings of antecedents of procedural justice), the process of open coding was employed. Open coding refers to delineating descriptive categories and subcategories based on raw data (Strauss & Corbin, 1990 ). Open coding was followed by axial coding which involves relating major categories to their subcategories. Coding was done by one of the researchers. Although the initial coding scheme was based on a deductive approach (was driven by theory), it was complimented by an inductive approach and was refined based on the raw data. The final product of the data analysis included major categories as related to the research question and extracts from data illustrating the major categories.
Results

Quantitative Findings
Preliminary analyses. Descriptive results are presented in Table 1 . The results indicated that there were no significant correlations between sensitivity to justice or social desirability and variables involved in a relational model of authority. The absence of a significant correlation between sensitivity to justice and antecedents of procedural justice provides evidence for discriminant validity of Justice Sensitivity Scale (Schmitt et al., 2005) and Procedural Justice Scale developed in the present study. In relation to mood, examination of scatter plots Note. Procedural justice, outcome fairness, satisfaction and cooperation were measured on a 7-point scale, legitimacy and sensitivity to justice were measured on a 6-point scale, and mood was measured on a 10-point scale, with higher scores indicating higher procedural justice, legitimacy, outcome fairness, satisfaction, cooperation, sensitivity to justice, and mood.
revealed that there was no linear relationship between self-report indices of mood and other research variables. In relation to demographic variables, the results indicated that age, gender, country of birth, ethnicity, marital status, source of income, type of crime reported, how (in person or by telephone), and where (police station, scene of incident, or other) the crime was reported, if the offender was known to the victim or not had no significant effect on the research variables. Two variables related to socioeconomic status were found to have significant medium size effects on some of the research variables. In this respect, a one-way independent measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicated that level of education significantly influenced legitimacy, F(2, 107) ϭ 5.03, p Ͻ .01, 2 ϭ 0.09. Subsequent post hoc tests (Tukey's HSD) revealed that people who did not complete secondary school had significantly lower scores on legitimacy (M ϭ 3.16, SD ϭ 0.94) than people who had postsecondary education (M ϭ 3.88, SD ϭ 0.88), p Ͻ .01. Also, independent t tests revealed that people who lived in public housing had significantly: (a) lower scores on legitimacy (M ϭ 3.14, SD ϭ 1.03) than the other participants (M ϭ 3.8, SD ϭ 0.88), t(108) ϭ Ϫ3.02, p Ͻ .01, d ϭ 0.58.
The variables of interest were also affected by the presence or absence of criminal histories and if participants received a desired outcome or not (See Table  2 ). Independent t tests revealed that people with criminal histories had significantly lower scores on all variables involved in a relational model of authority than people without criminal histories. Independent t tests also revealed that participants who received a desired outcome had significantly higher scores on all variables involved in a relational model of authority than participants who did not received a desired outcome except for legitimacy. Scores on legitimacy did not differ significantly between people who received a desired outcome and people who did not receive a desired outcome. Cooperation was excluded from the analyses as scores on cooperation were not normally distributed for people with no criminal history and for people who received a desired outcome. Main analyses. For the overall sample, the results indicated significant positive correlations (p Ͻ .001) with large effect sizes between perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice and legitimacy (r ϭ .53, r 2 ϭ 28.09%), outcome fairness (r ϭ .87, r 2 ϭ 75.69%), and satisfaction with the contact (r ϭ .91, r 2 ϭ 82.81%). Higher perceived antecedents of procedural justice were associated with higher perceived legitimacy, outcome fairness, and satisfaction with the contact. The results also revealed that the correlation coefficients between perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice and legitimacy, outcome fairness, and satisfaction with the contact were not significantly different between people who had criminal history and people who did not have a criminal history, and also between people who received a desired outcome and people who did not receive a desired outcome.
Three multiple regression analyses with criterion variables of legitimacy, outcome fairness, and satisfaction, respectively, were performed (See Table 3 ). As antecedents of procedural justice were identified as a predictor variable of legitimacy, satisfaction, and outcome fairness in previous research, antecedents of procedural justice were entered in the first step, and the potential new predictors were entered in the second step. As seen in Table 3 , criminal history (presence or .010 ‫ء‬ 0 ϭ criminal history, 1 ϭ no criminal history.
‫ءء‬ 0 ϭ lived in public housing, 1 ϭ other.
‫ءءء‬ 0 ϭ not received, 1 ϭ received.
absence of criminal histories), living (living in public housing or not) and education accounted for an additional 11.7% of the variability in legitimacy after antecedents of procedural justice were controlled for, ⌬F(3, 105) ϭ 6.85, p Ͻ .001. However, of the four predictor variables, only antecedents of procedural justice and criminal history were significant predictors of legitimacy. Antecedents of procedural justice were the strongest predictor of legitimacy, accounting for 18.4% of the variability in legitimacy as opposed to 6% of the variability accounted for by criminal history. As seen in Table 3 , criminal history and desired outcome (if people received a desired outcome or not) accounted for an additional 2.2% of the variability in outcome fairness after antecedents of procedural justice were controlled for, ⌬F(2, 106) ϭ 5.40, p Ͻ .01. However, of the three predictor variables, only antecedents of procedural justice and desired outcome were significant predictors of outcome fairness. Antecedents of procedural justice were the strongest predictor of outcome fairness, accounting for 62.09% of the variability in outcome fairness as opposed to 1.54% of the variability accounted for by desired outcome. Similarly, as seen in Table 3 , criminal history and desired outcome accounted for an additional 1.3% of the variability in satisfaction after antecedents of procedural justice were controlled for, ⌬F(2, 106) ϭ 4.16, p Ͻ .05. However, of the three predictor variables, only antecedents of procedural justice and desired outcome were significant predictors of satisfaction. Antecedents of procedural justice were the strongest predictor of satisfaction, accounting for 69.39% of the variability in satisfaction as opposed to 1.06% of the variability accounted for by desired outcome.
Qualitative Findings
Five meanings of antecedents of procedural justice expressed by the participants were identified. The names of four meanings identified through a deductive approach were suggested by the literature ("value," "instrumental," "legitimacy," and "cooperation"). The name of the meaning "therapeutic," identified through an inductive approach, was provided by the researchers. The number and percentage of participants who expressed a particular meaning were calculated to identify which meaning was predominant. A particular meaning had to be mentioned at least once by a participant to be counted as a meaning expressed by this participant. The five meanings, percentage of participants who expressed a particular meaning, and extracts from the data illustrating a particular meaning are presented in Table 4 .
As seen in Table 4 , the value meaning was associated with participants perceiving antecedents of fair treatment by police as an indication of their value as persons and members of community. Similarly, based on perceived antecedents of fair treatment, participants believed that this: (a) sends a message that the police are able and willing, and will be doing their best to solve the case (instrumental meaning); (b) builds trust and confidence in the police, encourages them to obey the law and not to take it in their own hands, and helps them accept police decisions (legitimacy meaning); (c) helps them reduce the trauma associated with the crime (therapeutic meaning); and (d) encourages them to deal with the police in the future (cooperation meaning). The value meaning was predominant (ex-pressed by 87 participants or 79.09%), followed by the instrumental meaning (expressed by 75 participants or 68.18%), legitimacy meaning (expressed by 59 participants or 53.64%), therapeutic meaning (expressed by 44 participants or 40%), and cooperation meaning (expressed by 24 participants or 21.82%).
Discussion
The quantitative results supported the hypotheses that higher perceived antecedents of procedural justice would be associated with higher perceived legitimacy, outcome fairness, and satisfaction with the contact. These results are consistent with the findings of the studies that have tested a relational model of Makes me feel helpful, encourages cooperation Victims feel more involved to report future crimes I can depend on police in future if needed I will be more likely to call police in future I will turn to police when needed authority in citizen-police interactions (Hinds & Murphy, 2007; Murphy, 2009; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003a & b; Tyler, 2001 Tyler, , 2005 Tyler, , 2006 Tyler & Huo, 2002; Tyler & Wakslak, 2004) . However, the hypothesis that perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice would be associated with cooperation was not supported. The absence of a linear relationship between antecedents of procedural justice and cooperation can perhaps be explained by the way cooperation was measured in the present study. In previous studies, questions related to cooperation were specific, for example, "How likely would you call police to report a crime in your neighborhood" (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003a) . In contrast, in the present study participants were asked how likely they would help police in general, which had a less clear meaning for some participants, as evident by their ambiguous responses to this question.
The results also showed that antecedents of procedural justice were a stronger predictor of satisfaction and perception of fair outcome than if participants received a desired outcome or not. Similar to citizen-police interactions, this suggests the primacy of process-based assessments over outcome-oriented assessments in evaluation of the police in victim-police interactions. It was interesting that although participants with criminal history had lower scores on outcome fairness and satisfaction with the contact than the other participants, criminal history was not a significant predictor of either outcome fairness or satisfaction as a result of the interaction with the police. Moreover, although participants with criminal history had lower scores on legitimacy than the other participants, perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice were a stronger predictor of legitimacy than if participants had criminal history or not. These findings suggest that experiences of procedural justice in subsequent contacts with the police can increase previous perceived legitimacy for this population.
The qualitative results provided an insight into the validity of assumptions of different theoretical perspectives on procedural justice. In this respect, the validity of a group value model of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988) was supported. The value meaning assigned to antecedents of procedural justice by the participants was predominant and expressed by the vast majority of the participants. It is particularly striking that participants, who were unfamiliar with the concepts of a group value model, used the same words (e.g., "status," "valued by community") as the scholars who formulated the theory. There was also support for an instrumental perspective on procedural justice (Leventhal, 1976; Thibaut & Walker, 1975) as the instrumental meaning linking perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice to outcome was the next most frequently expressed meaning of antecedents of procedural justice after the value meaning. The results also indicated that for victims of crime, antecedents of procedural justice in contacts with the police may have an additional meaning not yet articulated elsewhere. More than one third of the participants expressed the therapeutic meaning linking perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice to alleviation of the trauma associated with the crime.
The findings highlight the benefits of mixed methods approach employed in the present study. First, qualitative data in relation to the meanings assigned to antecedents of procedural justice by the participants provided support for statistical associations between antecedents of procedural justice, perceived legitimacy, outcome fairness, and satisfaction with the contact. Both legitimacy and instru-mental meanings of antecedents of procedural justice, respectively, were expressed by the majority of the participants. Based on the perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice, participants explicitly stated that this encourages them to obey the law and makes them believe that the police are competent and willing to do their best to solve the crime. In this respect, a participant said: "I felt like I was getting the best possible outcome," although in this particular case, the police were not able to deliver a desired outcome. Second, qualitative data revealed a meaning of antecedents of procedural justice (the therapeutic meaning) that is not included in a relational model of authority and may be specific to victim-police interactions. Thus, using mixed methods in the present study allowed confirming existing theories, a group value model of procedural justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988 ) and a relational model of authority (Tyler & Lind, 1992) , and generating a new theoretical proposition specific to victim-police interactions. Also, using mixed methods allowed testing the validity of the antecedents of procedural justice measure as applied to victim-police interactions. Three items used in previous research in the context of citizen-police interactions showed ambiguous validity for victims of crime and were removed from the measure. This would have not been possible without a simultaneous inclusion of quantitative and qualitative data in the same study.
This study has several limitations that should be considered in relation to these findings. One limitation is the use of a nonrandom sample. In addition, in relation to the potential of procedural justice to increase legitimacy for people with criminal history, it should be noted that in the present sample, the offense history did not include most serious offenses such as homicide or sexual offenses. Also, this study was cross-sectional. In this respect, it should be noted than attitudes toward law-abiding behavior do not equal actual law-abiding behavior. Although the findings of this study provided support for a noninstrumental perspective on procedural justice, the instrumental perspective was also prominent in participants' accounts. In addition, although in this study, similarly to previous research, an implicit measure of procedural justice (namely, antecedents of procedural justice) was used, it can be argued that equating the construct of procedural justice with its antecedents may not represent a valid measure of the construct. Therefore, future research should endeavor to test a relational model of authority using explicit procedural justice judgments as a measure of procedural justice.
Nevertheless, the findings of the present study have important implications for future research, police practice, and evaluation of police performance. The results of this study suggest that procedural justice can be a powerful tool in motivating individuals including those with criminal history to obey the law. It is suggested that future research should investigate whether there is a relationship between perceptions of procedural justice in a specific contact with the police, perceived legitimacy, and subsequent law-abiding behavior for offender population, including perpetrators of serious offenses. Such an approach will require a longitudinal study. It would be beneficial to examine why and how procedural justice in contacts with the police can help victims reduce the trauma associated with the crime.
Finally, the results of this study suggest that procedural justice is at least as important to victims of crime as a desired outcome. This raises the question of the adequacy of the current police performance measures that are heavily based on crime statistics and detection rates. The adequacy of such performance indicators have been recently questioned (Fielding & Innes, 2006) . One of the problems with current police performance measures is that they do not adequately capture the sheer variety and complexity of what the police do today to serve their communities. As an alternative to performance measures based on crime statistics and detection rates, Fielding and Innes suggest considering additional qualitative approaches to measuring police performance.
In the context of victim-police interactions, a qualitative approach to police performance could be in the form of a written statement from the victims describing the impact of the interaction with the police on them. In addition to the traditional Victim Impact Statement addressing the impact of the crime on the victim, Wexler (2008) suggests the introduction of a Legal System Victim Impact Statement (LSVIS) "which should emphasize both good and bad behaviors by various actors, beginning with the police and continuing throughout the process" (Wexler, 2008, p. 326) . According to the author, such a statement can serve as an important expressive function for the victim and also, can be instrumental in the development of "best practices" in the field. A template of a LSVIS in relation to victim-police interactions could be developed based on what aspects of procedural justice in contacts with the police are important to victims. While the present study has provided some guidance in this respect, more research employing a wider range of targeted recruitment strategies is needed to capture the full breadth of victim-police experiences. This avenue of development would not only serve to provide measurable indices of the breadth of contemporary police performance and practice beyond the traditional markers of high detection rates and reductions in official crime statistics, but also provide the necessary impetus for this role and positive outcomes associated with this core policing function to be more formally and systematically measured and thus acknowledged and valued by policing and community members (Elliott, Thomas, & Ogloff, 2011) .
Conclusion
By employing a mixed methods approach, this study provides empirical support for predictions and assumptions of a relational model of authority as applied to victim-police interactions. It also provides empirical support for a group value model of procedural justice in that relational criteria of procedural justice judgments are perceived by individuals as an indication of their value and status in society. Moreover, the results of this study revealed a meaning of antecedents of procedural justice as expressed by victims of crime (alleviation of the trauma associated with the crime) that may be specific to victim-police interactions. Finally, the discovery of the primacy of perceptions of antecedents of procedural justice over criminal history as predictors of legitimacy suggests the potential of procedural justice in contacts with the police for motivating individuals with criminal history to obey the law.
